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SUBCOMMITTEE NO, 3 CONSIDERATION OF H.R, 3321, TO AMEND 
TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE, WITH RESPECT TO CREDITING 
CERTAIN SERVICE AS A MEMBER OF THE WOMEN’S ARMY 
AUXILIARY CORPS, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 


Houses or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Suscommirree No. 3, 
Washington, D.C., Monday, March 23, 1959. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers (chair- 
man of the subcommittee), presiding. 

Mr. Rivers. I will ask the committee to come to order. 

The purpose of this meeting this morning is to take up for the con- 
sideration of the committee H.R. 3321, a recommendation of the De- 
partment of Defense and introduced by our colleague, Mr. Kilday. 

(The bill, H.R. 3321, follows :) 


(H.R. 3321, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend title 10, United States Code, with respect to crediting certain service 
as a member of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That chapter 53 of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) By adding the following new section at the end thereof: 

“$ 1038. Service credit: certain service in Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps 

“In computing years of active service of any female member of the armed 
forces, there shall be credited for all purposes, except the right to promotion, in 
addition to any other service that may be credited, all active service performed 
in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps after May 13, 1942, and before September 
30, 1943, if that member performed active service in the armed forces after 
September 29, 1943. Service as an officer in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps 
shall be credited as active service in the status of a commissioned officer, and 
service as an enrolled member of the Corps shall be credited as active service in 
the status of an enlisted member.” 

(2) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis thereof: 


“1038. Service credit: certain service in Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps.” 


Sec. 2. A person entitled to pension or compensation under any law adminis- 
tered by the Veterans’ Administration, based upon the active service described in 
section 1 of this Act, may elect within one year after the enactment of this Act 
to receive that pension or compensation in lieu of any compensation under the 
Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 751 et seq.), to 
which that person is entitled on the basis of the same service. Such an election 
is irrevocable and does not entitle that person to the pension or compensation for 
any period before the date the election is made. 

Sec. 3. No person is entitled to back pay or allowances because of any service 
credited under section 1 of this Act. 


Mr. Rivers. Mr. Vinson has referred that bill to this committee for 
our consideration. 
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og, The purpose of H.R. 3321 is to grant credit for service as a member 
‘“Of'the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps, after May 13, 1942, and before 
September 30, 1943, for any WAAC who subsequently performed 
, active mjlitary service in the Armed Forces. 
~The credit for services would be for all purposes except the 
determination of grade, of rank, and right to promotion. 

Furthermore, under the language contained in H.R. 3321, no retro- 
active pay or allowances would be involved in recognition of this 
service. 

Members of the WAVES, female Marines, and SPARS were, dur- 
ing the period in question, serving in an active military capacity and 
edlesannatiy received recognition for service during this period. 
However, women serving in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps, al- 
though serving with the Army under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of War, were not considered “military members” and there- 
fore are presently denied service credit for the period indicated. 

The proposal before us this morning is designed to overcome this 
obvious inequitable treatment of women who have served in the 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps. 

In this connection, I would like to call the committee’s attention to 
the fact that two other bills have been introduced on this subject—H.R. 
938 by our colleague, Mrs. St. George, and H.R. 3748, by Mrs. Rogers 
of Massachusetts. 

Neither of these bills has been referred to our subcommittee since 
the Department of Defense had not provided the Armed Services Com- 
mittee with the report on them, as requested by the committee. 

May I say by way of interpolation, since we got one bill referred to 
the committee, we will write whatever bill we please. However, I feel 
that departmental witnesses should, if they are in position to do so, 
provide the subcommittee with their views on H.R. 3748 and H.R. 938, 
as well as H.R. 3321, or any other subject referring to legislation on 
this long-overdue matter. 

That is all I have to say. 

At least, I can talk better than I could Friday, when I had two bills 
on the floor. 

Mr. Morris. I thought you did a good job. 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, sir. 

We are not taking this bill up in the absence of Mrs. St. George 
for any obvious purpose, but we are taking it up despite the fact she 
cannot be here and with her permission—at her urging that we do go 
into it. She has to be out of the city, and we will, of course, not take 
any action on the floor until she returns. 

ut the whole committee is vitally interested in this matter. That 
is indicated by the large membership, which is practically the full 
committee. 

That is all I have to say. 

As I say, we have the views of the Department of Defense on the 
other two bills. Mr. Slatinshek, put those in the record. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We will now use 3321 as a vehicle on which we will make 
«| decision. Of course we will write whatever the facts justify on the 

ill. 

You take these, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. SLaTINSHEK. Yes, sir. 
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(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, March 23, 1959. 
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Hon. CARL VINSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of Defense with respect to H.R. 938, 86th Congress, a bill to define 
service as a member of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps as active service 
under certain conditions, and H.R. 3748, 86th Congress, a similar bill to amend 
title 10, United States Code, with respect to crediting certain service as a 
member of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps, and for other purposes. The 
Secretary of Defense has delegated to this Department the responsibility for 
expressing the views of the Department of Defense thereon. 

The purpose of H.R.938 and H.R. 3748 is the same as the Department of 
Defense proposal transmitted to the Speaker of the House of Representatives by 
Donald A. Quarles, Deputy Secretary of Defense, on December 22, 1958 (a 
copy of which is attached to this report). This proposal was referred to your 
committee and was introduced by Mr. Kilday on January 26, 1959, as H.R. 
3321, 86th Congress. 

For the reasons given in the above-referenced letter of December 22, 1958, 
the Department of Defense strongly supports legislation to accomplish the ob- 
jective of H.R. 3321, H.R. 938, or H.R. 3748. 

The Department of Defense requests favorable consideration of its proposal, 
H.R. 3321, rather than H.R. 938, since the latter would apply only to members 
of the Army and would, therefore, be inequitable to those persons who are now 
members of the Navy or Air Force. 

It is noted that H.R. 3748 contains technical drafting errors in lines 7 and 
10 of page 1 and between lines 12 and 13 of page 2. In line 7 of page 1, and 
between lines 12 and 13 of page 2, the number “1036” should be changed to 
“1038” since section 1036 and 1037 are now included under chapter 53 of title 
10, United States Code. In line 10 of page 1, the word “credit” should be 
changed to “credited.” 

The cost and budget statement of the above-referenced letter of December 22, 
1958, was, at the time of approval, meant to be applied to the fiscal year 1959 
Department of Defense budget. It was felt at that time that the small in- 
crease in costs after enactment during the latter part of fiscal year 1959 could 
be absorbed in existing appropriations. A recent restudy, based upon new 
statistical data, indicates that during fiscal year 1960 and thereafter, for an 
undetermined period of time, there will be a small increase in both active duty 
and retirement costs as a result of enactment of legislation such as H.R. 3321, 
H.R. 938, or H.R. 3748. For fiscal year 1960, 419 officers and 565 enlisted women 
would advance to the next higher pay grade at an estimated cost of $61,953 
for Army and $38,698 for Air Force. There are, in addition, 449 persons who 
have reached the peak pay of their present grades, and unless subsequently pro- 
moted, will derive no longevity pay increase while on active duty as a result of 
enactment of this legislation. In addition, there are 76 retired WAC and WAF 
of whom approximately 50 percent would move into the next higher pay 
bracket for computation of retired pay with a resulting cost of $10,160 for 
Army and $3,780 for Air Force during fiscal year 1960. In addition, there are 
about 642 women participating in WAC and WAF Reserve programs (not on 
active duty) who would be able to credit their WAAC service in computing 
eligibility for Reserve retirement. It is possible that a few of these women 
reservists would be entitled to draw Reserve training pay in the next higher 
pay bracket if this legislation were enacted. However, without a costly screen- 
ing of individual records, it is not possible to estimate the small cost that would 
be involved in this instance. The above-estimated active duty costs would 
remain fairly constant through fiscal year 1964, at which time, due to retire 
ments, the active duty cost would drop and the retired costs would increase 
slightly. These small costs will be absorbed in the fiscal year 1960 budget if 
this proposal is enacted. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in ac- 
cordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 
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The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is tio objection to the sub- 
mission of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
Lewis S. THOMPSON, 
Special Assistant for Manpower, 
Personnel and Reserve Forces. 

Mr. Rivers. The first witness this morning is Col. Emma J. Riley, 
Director of the WAF. Colonel Riley, we will be pleased to hear 
from you. 

Colonel Riley, you just testify any way you want. If you want to 
read your statement, fine. If you want us to wait to ask you questions 
until you have completed, all right. Anything you want to do, just 
go ahead and do it. 

Colonel Rizzy. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement and I 
would like to read it. 

Mr. Rivers. Fine. You just read it first and we will wait until 
you finish before we interrogate you. 

Colonel Ritey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am Col. Emma Jane Riley, Director of the WAF, Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Staff, Personnel, Department of the Air Force. 
With me is Col. Mary Louise Milligan, Director of the Women’s Army 
Corps, Department of the Army, and Mr. James Minor from the Office 
of the Judge Advocate General, U.S. Air Force. 

The Department of the Air Force has been designated as the rep- 
resentative of the Department of Defense for this legislation. I 
appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today on behalf of 
the Department of Defense to explain the need for enactment of 
H.R. 3321. 

The purpose of H.R. 3321 is to grant credit for service as a member 
of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps after May 13, 1942, and before 
September 30, 1943, to any WAAC who subsequently performed active 
military service in the Armed Forces. The credit for service would 
be for all purposes except determination of grade, rank, and rights 
to promotion. Enactment of H.R. 3321 would not authorize retro- 
active pay or allowances. 

H.R. 3321 would also provide that a person entitled to pension or 
compensation administered by the Veterans’ Administration based 
upon active military service between May 13, 1942, and gaa 30, 
1943, could, within 1 year after enactment, elect to receive that pension 
in lieu of any compensation to which she would also be entitled by 
the same service under the Federal Employee’s Compensation Act. 
Such election would be irrevocable and would not grant entitlement 
to pension or compensation for periods prior to date the election is 
made. 

The Department of Defense believes that service in the Women’s 
Auxiliary Corps was essentially military in nature and, as such, 
should be creditable in a manner similar to that authorized for mem- 
bers of the military service. Members of the Women’s Army Auxiliary 
Corps were exposed to the discipline and hardships inherent in war- 
time military service in a manner similar to that of male Army 
personnel. We believe that no other group of men or women engaged 
in-civil assistance, employment, serving with, or assisting the Armed 
Forces in time of war has performed service, under conditions com- 
parable to those to which the Waac were subjected without receiving 











mi 
to! 
Ar 
to 

the 
sal 


qu 
the 
tio 
to 

tel 


ch 
me 
na 
tic 
ic 
sil 


th 
re 


sa 





sub- 


ey, 
aur 


to 


ns 
1st 


I 
til 


he 


Ce. 
ny 


p- 





1653, 


military credit. For example, members of the WAAC were subject 
to military discipline through a code of conduct closely paralleling the 
Articles of War. That code made it an offense to “desert or attempt 
to desert the service of the United States,” and to “fail to report at 
the fixed time at the properly appointed place of duty, or to go from 
same without proper leave, or absent oneself from one’s command, 
quarters, station, or camp without proper leave.” For some offenses, 
the Waac was subject to discharge under other than honorable condi- 
tions. Additionally, the authority of the military police with respect 
to Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard personnel was ex-, 
tended to include members of the WAAC. 

Conditions governing enrollment, termination of service, and dis- 
charge of the Waac were similar to those applying to Army service- 
men. Once the Waac took the oath she could not voluntarily termi- 
nate her service. The administrative discharges, prior to the expira- 
tion of term of service, were similar to those afforded the Army serv- 
iceman. 

The WAAC member was assigned to posts or stations in a manner 
similar to that of the Army serviceman. Like the Army serviceman, 
the Waac performed kitchen police, fatigue duties, met compulsory 
reveille, mess, and retreat formations and participated in military 
ceremonies and parades. Like the Army serviceman, the Waac was 
subject to compulsory medical treatment and was also subject to the 
same inspections regarding quarters and uniforms. 

The Waac, like the Army serviceman, had no choice as to where 
she lived and she lived in the same type of crowded barracks, con- 
verted utility buildings and sometimes tents. She also was responsible 
for housekeeping duties (including tending the heating equipment of 
her quarters) and, with rare exceptions, ate in the same type of mess- 
hall as did the Army serviceman. On changes of station, the Waac 
frequently moved by troop train under hardship conditions. 

The WAAC pioneers who served at a critical time in our country’s 
history and continued military service after September 30, 1943, have 
been awarded the WAAC Service Medal and such service is creditable 
toward the awarding of the military Good Conduct Medal. 

Initially WAAC members were paid less than equivalent Army 
servicemen, but this was quickly remedied. After November 1942 she 
had the identical rate of pay given male military personnel. 

Although the WAACS were initially established as auxiliary, their 
conditions of service paralleled those of the Waves, Spars, and women 
marines, all of whom enjoyed fully military status as Reserves. The 
WAVES was established as a Reserve component July 20, 1942, the 
SPARS November 23, 1942, and the women marines February 13, 
1943. Their members can count all active service performed in these 
components for the purposes of promotion, longevity pay, and retire- 
ment. In contrast the women who joined the WAAC between May 
1942 and September 1943 cannot so credit that time even though they 
later continued in active military service. In addition, the Waac 
was subject to and did serve overseas, whereas such service was not re- 
quired nor allowed Waves, Spars, and woman marines. Enactment 
of H.R. 3321 will correct this longstanding inequity. 

In the past, Congress has recognized uther similar service for simi- 
lar credit computation. The act of December 22, 1942 (56 Stat. 
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1072), authorized credit in computing service of Army nurses on 
active service in the Army Nurse Corps, Navy Nurse Corps, active 
service as a contract nurse, and service as a Reserve nurse on active 
duty under the act of February 2, 1901 (31 Stat. 748) ; and, in.com- 
puting the service of women dietitians and physical therapists on 
active and full time service in those categories after April 6, 1917, as 
civilian employees of the War Department. In addition, the WAACS 
received part recognition when Public Law 650, 83d Congress, 
authorized active military credit for the purposes of laws adminis- 
tered by the Veterans’ Administration for WAAC service to those 
members who had served at least 90 days and were honorably dis- 
charged for disability in the line of duty before September 30, 1943. 

Enactment of H.R. 3321 will have a beneficial effect on retirement 
rights of WAF and WAC personnel who are currently members of 
the military services. It will increase the longevity pay for such 
members and slightly increase the retirement pay of a small number 
of WAC and WAF already retired. 

The most important benefit of this legislation is that it will provide 
great personal satisfaction to the thousands of members of the 
Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps by recognizing that all their wartime 
service was comparable to that performed by Waves, Spars, and 
women marines. 

The cost and budget statement of the letter of December 22, 1958, 
transmitting this proposal to Congress which states “enactment. of 
this proposal will result in no increase in budgetary requirements” 
was, at the time of approval, meant to be applied to the fiscal year 
1959 Department of Defense budget. It was felt that at that time 
that the small increase in costs after enactment during fiscal year 1959 
could be absorbed in existing appropriations. A recent restudy, 
based upon statistical data not then available, indicated that during 
fiscal year 1960 and thereafter, for an undetermined period of time, 
there will be a small increase in both active duty and retirement costs 
as a result of enactment of H.R. 3321. For fiscal year 1960, 419 of- 
ficers and 565 enlisted women would advance to the next higher pay 
grade at an estimated cost of $61,953 for Army and $38,698 for Air 
Force. There are, in addition, 449 persons who have reached the 
peak pay of their present grades and unless subsequently promoted 
will derive no longevity pay increase while on active duty. 

In addition, there are 76 retired WAC and W.AF and about 50 per- 
cent of these would move into the next higher pay bracket for com- 
putation of retired pay which would cost $10,160 for Army and $3,780 
for Air Force during fiscal year 1960. In addition, there are about 
642 women participating in WAC and WAF Reserve programs not 
on extended duty who would be able to credit WAAC service in com- 
puting eligibility for retirement. In some instances, these’ women 
reservists will be entitled to draw training pay in the next higher pay 
bracket if this bill is enacted. Without a costly screening of indi- 
vidual records, it is not possible to estimate the small cost that would 
be involved in this instance. The estimated active duty costs indi- 
cated above would remain fairly constant through fiscal 1964, at which 
time, due to retirements, the active duty cost would drop and the 
retired cost would increase slightly. 
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On behalf of the Department of Defense, I respectfully urge your 
favorable consideration of H.R. 3321. Thank you for the opportun- 
ity and privilege of appearing before you in support of this needed 
legislation. 

Mr. Rivers. Colonel Riley, that is a very comprehensive statement. 
You have made history today. Of course, we are making history, too. 

So together we are doing something that should have been done 
long, long ago. 

I do not know of any position you have occupied or any duty you 
have performed that you have done with a greater pleasure, because 
I imagine that you served in those days about which you spoke. 

Colonel Ritry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Before we had an Air Force, an independent Air 
Force. 

Now I know you cannot give anything but the Department’s posi- 
tion. But if the WAC were given the same privileges, emoluments, 
and immunities and ever ything that goes along with it that the other 
services—the girls of the other services were given from the day of 
their inception, would this bill be drawn otherwise ¢ 

Colonel Ritey. Sir, I do not quite understand your question. 

Mr. Rivers. Tell it, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. Colonel, what the chairman has reference to is: 
If this bill were made retroactive, what would its cost be and what 
changes in language would be required ¢ 

I think, Mr. Cha uirman, Mr. Minor could answer that more directly. 

Mr. Rivers. No, that is not what I mean. 

Mr. Statrinsuek. I am sorry. I misinterpreted your question. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Minor, you can be thinking about that, because 
that is what you came for. You can always get the answer on those 
things that we cannot figure out. 

But here is what I am talking about. If you were not Colonel 
Riley, would you want this bill amended / 

Colonel Ritey. Would I want it amended, sir / 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Colonel Ritey. No, sir. I would stand by the bill as it is written. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you know anybody of your acquaintance who feels 
that this bill does not go quite far enough ¢ 

Colonel Ritry. Sir, not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, whose knowledge / 

Colonel Ritry. I am not aware, Mr. Rivers, of anyone objecting to 
the bill as written. 

Mr. Rivers. Of course you are not objecting to it, because half a loaf 
is better than no loaf. But when we created the WAVES, for in- 
stance—when were they created ¢ 

Colonel Riney. In 1942. 

Mr. Rivers. 1942. I remember I was on the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee and we had a member by the name of Mildred McAfee. She 
later married a preacher. She came from either Wellesley or Smith 
College. I was sitting right on this same committee. She was the 
head of the WAVES. 

And I remember Mrs. Oveta Culp Hobby. 

Mr. Fisuer. Where was she from ? 

Mr. Rivers. You know where she is from. She was a beautiful 
young lady, too. Just like you are. She was in charge of the WAC. 
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Now when they set up the WAVES, for instance, did they have 
different rights, privileges, immunities and all that, than what the 
WAC had when they were set up ¢ 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. The Waves were initially made members 
of the Naval Reserve and the Waac’s were the Women’s Army Auxil- 
lary Corps. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. Now were their services any different. in 
substance to their country / 

Colonel Ritey. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, why should they not have had the identical rights 
and privileges ? 

Colonel Ritey. Well, Mr. Rivers, it is a little difficult for me to an- 
swer that question. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, I asked you what would you say if you were not 
in uniform / 

Colonel Ritey. I believe that the reason that the Women’s Army 
Auxiliary Corps was set up as an auxiliary was because that was the 
War Department request. 

Mr. Rivers. Do you know of anybody who disagreed with that? 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. That is all I want you to say. 

Therefore, there are people of your acquaintance who feel that this 
bill does not go far enough. It should go back when you created 
them and start off with the rights and privileges. Do you not know 
anybody who thinks that? 

Colonel Ritey. Do you mean to make it retroactive, sir? 

Mr. Rivers. Well, whatever you want to call it. 

Colonel Ritey. I am sure that there would be some people who 
would like to see a retroactive measure. 

Mr. Rivers. Would you get mad if we perfected this bill like that? 

Colonel Rizey. Well, I 

Mr. Rivers. You represent the Department, do you not? 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, that is all. That is all I will ask you. I know 
a little something about the WAC myself, you know, because I had 
a sister who got mixed up with it. She served a long time and finally 
got out—in your service. I do not know what her rank was, but 
she got to be something like a major it seems to me, if my memory 
serves me correctly. 

Now, if we were to make this bill go back and do the things I said 
a lot of people think should be done, would it make the cost go any 
higher ¢ 

Colonel Rey. Yes, sir. It was very difficult to estimate an ac- 
curate figure on the cost because of the fact that many records are 
retired. However, we did make a rough estimate, that the retroactive 
cost would amount to about $2,400, 000. 

In addition to that, there would be a cost, and an appreciable cost, 
of doing the paperwork in connection with verifying the service and 
making the payments. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. 

Colonel Rirey. But, Mr. Rivers, I would like to go back a moment 
to your statement about your sister. 

Mr. Rivers. Do not worry about my sister. 
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Colonel Rizy. Persons who have already retired 

Mr. Rivers. I am not worried about her. We got enough nepotism 
up here as it is. She is out as far as I am concerned. But here is 
the point I am talking about. 

If we were to go back to that period—I have in mind a young lady 
who has been worrying me to death in Columbia, S.C. She has 
written me every week, I think, since she found out I was in Congress. 
1 do not know whether she is on active duty or not. 

Now if we were to go back and do the things I said, it would cost 
a lot of money, would it not? 

Colonel Riney. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And of course the service that you rendered does not 
entitle you to that, does it? You did not render that good a service, 
did you? 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir, I think we did. 

Mr. Rivers. Oh, you did. 

Well, we got a dollar-minded Department of Defense, you know. 
So since we have a dollar-minded Defense Department, your service 
must not be paid for, despite the fact that you may be entitled to it. 
If you catch the point? 

] just want to put that in the record now. 

Now I am going to turn you over to an authority on the subject, 
Mr. Bray. I am going to ask Mr. Bray to develop that and anything 
else he can think about. 

Mr. Bray. You do have a substantial number in the WAC’s today 
who were in the WAAC at the time of its existence, do you not ? 

Colonel Ritry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. But all the members in the WAC, that is that were in the 
WAAC’s, will get all the rights had they been in the WAAC and are 
still in the WAC, is that correct? 

Colonel Rmey. Yes, sir, except for promotion. 

Mr. Bray. But otherwise, as far as retirement and your fogies as you 
call it, and all that, they will get the same? 

Colonel Ritry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Now, this bill, H.R. 3321, is somewhat similar to the 
other two pieces of legislation, one introduced by Mrs. St. George, a 
member of this committee, and the one introduced by Mrs. Rogers, is 
that correct ? 

Colonel Ritzy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. But for technical reasons only, the Department of De- 
fense does prefer H.R. 3321? 

Colonel Rirzy. That is correct, sir. There are minor technical de- 
ficiencies in the other bill. 

Mr. Bray. With this committee, I am sure, they would not want to 
do anything that would later cause this legislation any difficulty in the 
Senate or in regard to a veto. 

Personally, my theory is: Since we have gotten substantially what 
you people want and what the committee wants, it is—I would not 
want to make any material changes in it. For one, I fear that to make 
this bill retroactive might cause trouble later in the Senate, or a pos- 
sible veto. Do you share that fear? 

Colonel Ritzer. Yes, sir. 
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The Department of Defense is not in favor of a retroactive clause 
in the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. Will the gentleman yield? If we sat up here and did 
nothing but what the Department of Defense Leh | there would 
be no sense in paying for us sitting up here. They could get a 3-cent 
stamp and do all the good I am doing. Mr. Vinson does not always do 
what the Department of Defense wants. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I think I have opposed the policy of the 
Department of Defense about as much as any member of this com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. But when I can get substantially what I believe is right, 
I do not want to quibble too much over details or technicalities. That 
is frankly my opinion. 

Mr. Rivers. That is why I asked you to yield. This bill has passed 
the Senate I know two times. 

Colonel Ritey. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And it was not in this form, either? 

Colonel Rixey. Sir, the bill that we had before us today, H.R. 3321, 
is identical to the bill that passed the Senate in the 85th Congress. 

Mr. Rivers. Yes, that is right. That is all right then. Maybe the 
Department of Defense is going along with the Senate. 

olonel Rirey. They are thinking alike on it, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. If we are not going to change this bill in some measure, 
we cannot go to conference. You see we want to go to conference on 
this bill. Go ahead, Bill. 

Mr. Bray. That is all. 

Mr. Rivers. Anything further? 

Mr. Bray. That is all. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsreap. May I ask one question: How many people would 
be involved if we do not make it retroactive? Very few or a great 
number ? 

Mr. Fisuer. It is listed in the statement. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. That is fine. 

Mr. Rivers. How many would be involved under the bill as it is and 
how many would be involved if we caried you back and gave you 
justice? 

Colonel Ritey. As written, 419 officers and 565 enlisted women 
would advance to the next highest pay grade. 

There are in addition 449 officers who have reached the peak pay 
in their present grade. And unless they are subsequently promoted, 
those people will not get any longevity pay increase as a result of 
enactment. 

There are also 76 retired WAC and WAF officers, about half of 
whom will advance to the next higher pay bracket with enactment 
of H.R. 3321. We also have about, 642 women participating in Re- 
serve programs who would get credit if this bill is enacted. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me ask you a question. Did you not say in your 
statement that the WAC, the original WAC, that is the WAAC, were 
sent overseas ? 

Colonel Rimey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. And did you not say that the other services were not ? 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Rivers. Was that any bonanza, to go overseas in those days? 

Colonel Rirey. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Where did they go! 

Colonel Ritey. They went to the Mediterranean theater and to the 
European theater, during the latter part of 1942 and 1943. Some- 
what less than 1,500 women served overseas with the WAAC during 
that period. j 12 : 

Mr. Rivers. And then they were still auxiliary, is that correct ? 

Colonel Rirury. Yes, sir. 

= Rivers. You do not think they ought to be rewarded for that 
at all? 

Colonel Ritry. Well, those that are still in service will be rewarded, 
sir, under the bill. 

Mr. Rivers. What about those who are out? 

Colonel Ritey. Well, they—the bill would have to be retroactive 
for them to benefit. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. Mr. Chairman 

Colonel Rizr. However, I would like to point out, Mr. Rivers, if 
I may, that the provisions of Public Law 650 of the 83d Congress 
did entitle those people to veterans’ benefits if they were discharged 
from the WAAC for physical disability incurred in line of duty. 
So to that extent, those people already, without any further legisla- 
tion, have been taken care of. 

Mr. Wiysteap. Mr. Chairman, may I follow up? 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. I do not want to be misunderstood. I am not neces- 
— arguing for retroactive pay. Iam trying to get clear in my own 
mind. You gave us the number who would benefit by this legislation, 
but do you have the approximate number who would not benefit by this, 
who would participate if we did make it retroactive ¢ 

Colonel Rizzy. Yes,sir. If I may refer to my notes? 

Mr. Winsteab. Just approximately. And may I say further that 
the thing that concerns me: I feel this legislation should have long 
since been handled. But we are getting in a difficult position here, in 
coming up day after day with one bill to give benefits to somebody 
who has been left out of one thing today and someone else yesterday 
and something else the day before. 

9 we are going to deal with these people, right now is the time 
to do it. 

Colonel Riwxy. Taking the retroactive propositoin, first for those 
people that are still on active duty—and retroactive would mean that 
they would be entitled to the longevity pay increases back over the 
years. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. That would mostly apply to those who are still in the 
service, is that right ? 

Colonel Rirxy. Beg your pardon, sir? 

Mr. Winsteap. That would apply mostly to those who are in the 
service ¢ 

Colonel Ritzer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. As of now. They still would get some benefit from 
this bill, the group you are talking about ? 

Colonel Ritey. They will benefit as it is written. 

Mr. Winsteap. All right. 
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Colonel Riuzey. And if it is made retroactive, they would then be 
due the difference between the pay that they drew over the years 
when they could not count that service and the pay that they would be 
authorized if the bill is made retroactive. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. That is what I was trying to get at. 

Colonel Rixy. And there are approximately—and this is a very 
rough estimate. There are approixmately 1,490 officers and 8,500 
enlisted women. But I would bite, if I may, sir, to say that it is a very 
rough estimate. 

Mr. Winsteap. I believe that is all. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Colonel, if you could or if someone here could tell us, 
so we can sort of pinpoint it. I am not as familiar with this problem 
as some of those on the committee who have served much longer on 
this committee than I. 

Could you tell us just what rights would be affected, without the 
number involved, if we made it entirely retroactive? One, of course, 
would be the increasing of the longevity pay for those who are still in, 
that is right, is it? That would be one thing that would happen ? 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Then the other effect it would have would be to increase 
the pay of those who may have been separated ? 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. All right. Also it would, as I understand it, increase 
the veterans’ rights or privileges of some. Now those who were injured 
while in the service, under another law that you mentioned, are entitled 
to compensation ; that is right, is it not? 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. But those who have been discharged and who had no 
service-connected disability would not have the veterans’ rights of a 
pension for total and permanent disability, like ordinary servicemen 
have, is that right? You see, if a man—a man we will say served in 
the Army. I have served in the Army in World War I. Anyone who 
has served in the Army in wartimes, at certain periods of time, if they 
became totally and permanently disabled, draws a pension, whether it 
was service connected or not. 

Now, if we should make this retroactive, then those who served and 
have been separated would receive that right, would they not, or that 
privilege ? 

Colonel Rizy. Well, sir, those who are now on Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration pensions as a result of injuries or disability suffered during 
their period of service in the WAAC are covered by section 2 in this 
bill, in which we give them the option of continuing under the Fed- 
eral Employee Compensation Act or going over to the Veterans’ 
Administration. They have a year 

Mr. Morris. Let me ask you, Colonel, though, this: Suppose we just 
take the one case of a Wac who served during the period mentioned 
back there and who went out of the service immediately thereafter, 
after the war was over—assuming that person should become totally 
and permanently disabled, with no connection of service. Would they 
receive any benefits under the Veterans’ Administration now? 

Colonel Ritzy. Sir, I am sorry but I do not know the answer to 
that. May I refer that—— 

Mr. Rivers. Answer that question for him, Mr. Minor. 
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Mr. Mrnor. There are certain benefits in the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion laws for non-service-connected disabilities, based on World War 
II service. But I am not an expert on that and I will not want to say 
what the requirements are. 

Without looking at it, I do not think I could say whether or not this 
would make anybody immediately eligible for a pension. That law 
was completely restated last year and I would like a chance to look 
at it before trying to answer any specific question on it. 

Mr. Morris What I am trying to find out, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Mr. Morris. Is just what benefits, if we can get it in the record, 
would be affected by making the whole thing retrocative and giving 
these people who served the same rights that they would have received 
had they been servicemen, we will say. 

Mr. Minor. Mr. Morris, I have here a list of the things that this 
bill would immediately effect. 

Mr. Rivers. Speak a little louder, Mr. Minor. 

Mr. Minor. I have here a list of the things that this bill would imme- 
diately effect for those people who are still on duty. So far as other 
persons are concerned, other than possible Veterans’ Administration 
rights they might get, the only benefit of retroactivity, of course, 
would be a lump-sum payment based on increased services for pay 
purposes. 

This bill would, for people on active duty, provide increased time 
for pay and allowances. It would increase their time for the determi- 
nation of their grade if they were integrated into the Regular service. 

It would give them additional time for rank purposes. It would give 
them additional time for eligibility for retirement. It would give them 
increased time for computing their retired pay. 

And it would give them increased time for computation of sever- 
ance pay if eligible for severance pay, instead of retirement. 

Those are the main benefits that we see in this bill. 

So far as the VA benefits are concerned, the only ones we have con- 
sidered are those based on disabilities. 

Mr. Morris. Just this and then I will not belabor that question. 
But the point is this: I realize there is a limit to all things and we 
cannot go back retroactively and take care of all injustices that have 
oce before. If we did, we would go clear back to the Revolu- 
tionary War, where they were paid in scrip that did not amount to 
anything, and where their pay was very small and so on. We have 
uradeajie increased all through the years, as we should have increased 
in my judgment, benefits and rights for people who served us in time 
of war. We increased benefits. We cannot just go back and open the 
whole Pandora box and go clear back. We cannot dothat. But since 
the Congress apparently has been considering this question for a long 
time, it does appear to me at this time that we should probe very care- 
fully on that question, to determine whether or not we want to make 
it retroactive, to go back and take care of this particular group that 
you are talking about here today. 

That is why I would want to know first what rights we are over- 
looking, and second, if we afforded those rights by operation of law, 
just how much, approximately, it would cost us to do so. 





1662 


That is why I would like to know just what rights we are leaving 
out. 

Mr. Mrnor. Sir, one more thing on that Veterans’ Administration 
benefits. Of course, if there are any Veterans’ Administration benefits 
based purely on service and not on disability, this would provide it 
from the date of enactment. 

Mr. Siatinsuek. That is right. 

Mr. Minor. The only question would be whether or not it was retro- 
active or not. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me say this, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. At first, when you first got in the WAC, if anything 
happened to you, you were regarded as a civil service employee? 

Colonel Ritey. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. I mean that is all the right you had ? 

(Colonel Riley nods. ) 

Mr. Rivers. You came under the Federal Employees Compensa- 
tion Act. 

Mr. SuaTInsHEK. Right. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, there is a bitterness in the mind of a lot of your 
former members because of that discrimination. We hear of dis- 
crimination all over Washington, you know. And if you discrimi- 
nate against certain people you get your head shot off, and if you 
discriminate against others, that is what you are supposed to do. 

Now because of that discrimination, is there not now—as Mr. 
Morris has brought out so well, is there not a lot of bad feeling, al- 
though this act here by this elective thing you are talking about will 
change that situation ? 

Mr. Bray. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. SiatrysHex. Mr. Chairman, may I make this observation in 
respect to the general question ? 

This will provide these women with exactly the same veteran 
benefits as would be available to their male contemporaries, with this 
one exception: For those women who served in the WAAC and who 
did not serve in the WAC subsequently, they would not be, of course, 
afforded this benefit. Otherwise, all that service and all subsequent 
service will be treated as military service and they will be accorded 
the same evterans’ benefits that the male contemporary would be given. 

Mr. Rivers. It has to be by election. 

Mr. SiatinsHek. Now if they suffered a disability and are now 
receiving benefits under Federal employees compensation, they would 
have the opportunity to make an election to either continue under 
Federal employees compensation or to go over to the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

Mr. Bray. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Rivers. Do you yield to Mr. Bray ? 

Mr: Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. I think I can clarify this situation, especially regarding 
the veterans’ rights. 

Instead of being denied veterans’ rights, as I see it, the person 
who served in the WAAC and terminated their service before it 
became WAC, not only have the same rights that any other veteran 
has but they have a slight additional right because under certain 
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conditions they have entitlement to benefits under the Federal Em- 
ployees Compensation Act. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. I can conceive of a situation, I think I can, whereby 
that might be more advantageous than to take it under the Veterans’ 
Administration. 

Mr. StatinsHEK. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. So this legislation not only gives those women who are 
especially affected by this right the same rights that they have, but 
slightly even more. I think it is entirely right. Because they can make 
an election. Naturally we assume they have the intelligence to make 
the election which is the most beneficial to them. 

Further, amplifying the statements that have been made, I think it 
is apparent that they do have all the veterans’ rights that they would 
have under the Veterans’ Administration. I think that is right, Mr. 
Slatinshek. 

Mr. SLaTINsHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Together with the possible addition, which I pointed 
out, is that correct ? 

Mr. StatinsHek. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bray. I believe it would be well to pursue exactly what their 
a rights are, in opposition to the Veterans’ Administration 
rights. 

ow long during those war years did you have to serve until you 
got automatically an increase, which you call longevity among the 
officers and fogies among the enlisted? Do you recall how long? 

Mr. Minor. 3 years. 

Mr. Brapy. All right. Then to make this retroactive, it could not 
favorably affect anyone between the years when you went into effect 
in 1942—what date did the WAAC start ? 

Mr. Mrnor. March 13, sir. 

Mr. Brapy. What? 

Mr. Minor. May 13, I am sorry, May 13, 1942. 

Mr. Bray. May 13, 1942. Therefore, making it retroactive would 
not help anyone before May 13, 1945, because it would take that long 
before anyone would have a fogey or a longevity increase. 

The only one that could be affected, then, would be those who 
started service—who continued in service beyond that time in 1945. 
They might have a certain percent of increase. 

I think I am correct in that. 

So I believe in the end retroactive legislation would not give a 
great benefit, that we might think at first. Now it would affect those 
people who have retired. This would throw them into the higher 
pay grade. ; 

t could affect people after 1945. But I can see, as you stated, it 
could bring about a pretty complicated situation and would cause a 
great deal of administrative cost. ‘ 

For that reason, I personally would hesitate to make a change, al- 
though I am sympathetic with the change, in order to benefit a few 
people, and maybe, like the dog with the bone going across the log, 
try to reach out for a second bone and lose what apparently we are 
well on the way now to receiving. That is my opinion. 
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Mr. Rivers. Well, as the colonel has testified, all of this great army 
of patriots—they are not seeking monetary value. They are seeking 
the honor attached to it. They are not looking for the money. It 
is the honor as well as the money, of being treated with equality. 

Mr. Morris, have you any further questions / 

Mr. Morris. Just one other that I want to probe just a little fur- 
ther, if im please, Mr. Chairman. 

I realize that it may not be wise especially in view of the practical 
situation of trying to get by a bill—and this appears to me to be a 
good bill just as it is even if we do not make it retroactive or change 
it in any way. I certainly would not want to be a party to slowing 

ood legislation down even if I could not get into al I felt ought to 

in it. But this one important thing seems to me should be ex- 
amined. If we did not make it retroactive to either raising the pay 
or the longevity pay—well, I believe that will be taken care of. 

But it seems to me—and I will try to put it just concretely like this: 
Anyone who served in the WAAC and who served honorably, that is 
was honorably discharged, that that person should—if that person 
should become permanently and totally disabled, that person should 
draw a pension. 

Mr. Minor. This bill would accomplish that purpose, sir. 

Mr. Morris. You think it would? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. It does. No question about that. 

Mr. Morris. It would definitely accomplish that. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Whether they were in the service or not. That is the 
point. 

Mr. Minor. Well—— 

Mr. Morris. If they are in the service, yes. But if they left the 
service, would it? 

Mr. Miner. So long as they performed any service after the 
WAAC became the WAC on September 30, 1943 

Mr. StatinsHek. That is right. 

Mr. Minor. They would get those benefits, yes, sir. 

ete Morris. Yes, but suppose they did not perform any service 
after— 

Mr. Minor. They would have whatever veterans’ rights that Public 
Law 650 of the 83d Congress would give them. 

Mr. Bray. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. They would have the same rights, exactly, if they serve 
in WAAC as if they became totally disabled now because this does 
go back and covers that, because they would have the veterans’ rights 
that anyone else would have. 

Mr. Minor. Only if they perform active service after the date the 
"WAAC became tho WAC. The veterans’ rights of persons who did 
not go into the WAC but who only served in the WAAC are not 
affected by this bill. Their rights depend on a prior piece of legisla- 
tion, the number of which I cannot remember. 

Mr. Bray. 1953, in the 83d Congress, was where they were taken 
care of, I believe. 
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Mr. Morris. That is just the point I was making. ‘Those who served 
in the WAAC but did not serve in the WAC—those people are being 
left out as far as pension rights are concerned. 

Mr. Minor. Sir, they are covered by the other piece of legislation, 
the number of which is already in the testimony. 

Mr. Rivers. Let me ask you a question right there. 

Mr. Morris. If that is true why—all right. 

Mr. Rivers. Say when you got—Colonel, let us take you, for in- 
stance. You are a pretty good specimen. I think we will all agree 
on that. And you are making a fine witness. 

Say you got hit by a truck while in the European theater on duty, 
an Army truck, as a Waac and were totally disabled. You came 
under the Federal Employees Compensation Act, is that correct? 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. Now, Mr. Slatinshek, follow me. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now you were awarded compensation. When this 
bill becomes law, as it is now written, would you have any greater 
benefits, or would you have an election ¢ 

Colonel Rirxy. If I understand the chairman correctly, I would al- 
ready be drawing the veterans’ benefits under Public Law 650 of the 
83d Congress. Therefore, it would make no difference to me. : 

Mr. Mrwnor. Sir, on page 5 of the colonel’s statement there is a 
sentence that reads as follows—if I could read this into the record I 
think it might clarify this. 

Mr. Rivers. Go ahead. 

Mr. Minor (reading) : 

In addition, the Waacs received part recognition when Public Law 650, 83d 
Congress, authorized active military credit for the purposes of laws administered 
by the Veterans’ Administration for WAAC service to those members who had 
served at least 90 days and were honorably discharged for disability in line of 
duty before September 30, 19438. 

Now, that is how far the other legislation goes. This legislation, 
of course, would not affect that group of people at all. 

Mr. Rivers. I see. So if you were hurt then and you had served 90 
days, you would be covered as a veteran by the legislation to which we 
have just referred. 

Colonel Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. All right. Then there is just one other point then. 
Taking the same concrete illustration and supposing you had not been 
hit by a truck but you had served more than 90 days honorably in the 
WAAC and then were shortly thereafter separated and suppose you 
should be stricken with a heart attack now and completely disabled, 
would you draw veterans’ benefits? Would you draw a pension? 

Colonel Ritey. I think not, sir, as this bill is written. 

Mr. Morris. That is the very thing I am getting at. Those people 
who served then and who are now becoming somewhat up in years, 
and so on, if they should be stricken with a malady, with an illness 
or something that would totally disable them, they could not draw a 
veteran’s pension, like I could. I served in World War I. I could 
draw that pension. 

Mr. Winsteap. Would the gentleman yield at that point? 
Mr. Rivers. Will you yield, Mr. Morris, to Mr. Winstead ? 
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Mr. Morris. All right. 

Mr. Rivers. Then you can clarify, Mr. Slatinshek. 

Mr. Winsteap. As I understand, we passed no legislation since they 
went into the WAAC that took any rights away from them ? 

Mr. Morris. None that took any rights away. 

Mr. Winsteap. That is right. Now the bill we passed the other day 
correcting inequities—we had passed legislation that took away some 
rights, by an interpretation of the Comptroller General. But in this 
group we have legislated nowhere to take any rights away at the time 
they went into the WAAC? That would make some difference. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Slatinshek, what do you have to say ? 

Mr. StattnsHexk. In respect to the question you raised, Mr. Morris, 
perhaps the colonel could address herself to this area. Ordinarily 
anyone who had been in the WAAC would have served beyond the 
point at which the WAAC became the WAC, unless their separation 
was for cause of one kind or other. I do not mean to stigmatize any 
young lady who might have left the WAAC prior to the time it became 
the WAC. But ordinarily speaking, everyone who was in the WAAC 
followed through, because it was a wartime situation. Is that correct, 
Colonel ? 

Colonel Rirzy. Well, essentially. However, there were approxi- 
mately 14,000 enlisted women who in August and September of 1943 
did not elect to enlist in the Women’s Army Corps, Army of the 
United States. 

Mr. Rivers. What happened to them ? 

Colonel Rirey. They were discharged and returned to their homes. 

Mr. Morris. Now that is the very group I am talking about. I have 
no person in mind. I have no friends or relatives or anybody else that 
would be affected, I know of. It is just a question of whether or not 
those—it was 14,000, you said ¢ 

Colonel Rrey. About that number, sir. 

Mr. Morris. 14,000 people. Whether or not if any one or more of 
them should now become totally disabled by a present ailment and 
not something connected with the service, whether or not they would 
draw any pension. I think they really should. I donot know whether 
bs = insist on putting it in this bill, but I think we definitely 
should. 

Mr. Winsteap. Let me make this statement about that: They went 
in knowing what they were going in for. They had the right to con- 
tinue if they wanted to. Now we had a lot of nurses and other people 
who served as civilians, as these Waacs did, who did not see fit to be- 
come permanent employees. If we started legislating back on this 
group, we will probably run into a thousand other groups that will 
come in for similar legislation. Is that correct? Do we not have 
other individuals in the same group that Mr. Morris refers to, that 
served in certain capacities there, that dropped out as of these 14,000 
you are talking about, and never had any legislation to give them 
benefits for that period of service? These were more or less like civil- 
ian employees, civil service employees. 

Mr. Rivers. We also have to keep this in mind. We do not want 
to transgress on the jurisdiction of another committee. 

Now, Mr. Minor, you are our authority. If we were to go into that. 


would we be getting into the area of veterans’ benefits ? 
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Mr. Minor. It would in essence be amending the veterans’ laws to 
say that service in the WAAC would count as World War II service. 

Mr. Rivers. Let us leave it the way it is. 

Mr. Minor. That is right. 

Mr. Rivers. We do not want to get involved in veterans’ laws, 
which is the proper jurisdiction of other committees. 

Have you finished ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Chamberlain. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Just a couple of questions, Colonel. This strikes 
me as being pretty fair legislation. 

I would appreciate it 1f you could tell me what the objections have 
been to it in the past? 

Colonel Rirzy. Well, sir, it is a little difficult for me to say whai 
the objections have been in the past. As I am sure you are aware, 
legislation has been introduced in previous Congresses. 

Mr. Cuamper.arn. Could you tell me when you first brought this to 
the attention of the Congress ? 

Mr. Rivers. Who introduced the first bill ? 

Colonel Rirry. I believe it was first brought to the attention of the 
Congress by the Department of Defense during the 83d Congress. 

I would lke to refer to—— 

Mr. Minor. The earliest information I have in the files is 1953. 

Colonel Ritey. Yes. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Then, we waited 10 years before anyone got 
around to thinking about these people. How did that happen ? 

Mr. Rivers. They were not organized. You got to get organized 
in this country to get anything done. 

Colonel Ritey. Well, sir, it is a little difficult for me to answer your 
question. I donot actually have specific information. i 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Do you know whether or not this was called to 
the attention of the Congress, when they were taking care of this 
matter in the 83d Congress? Apparently the 83d Congress had this 
issue before it, and they did not go as far as you want to go now, is 
that it, or not? ‘ 

Colonel Ritey. No, sir. In the 83d Congress the Senate passed the 
bill to credit the WAAC service. 

Mr. Minor. The one law that did pass in 1953 was a Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration piece of legislation, that only affected veterans’ compen- 
sation. It did not open the whole subject of credit for that service 
as this bill does. 

As I remember, it was not before this committee. It was before 
the Veterans’ A ffairs Committee. 

Mr. Rivers. I might say the ROA was not in existence then like it 
is now. I am talking about like it is now. We did not have a strong, 
fine Reserve organization out there backing you up, like they are now 
backing you. And the membership of those things have changed, 
just like the membership of this Congress does. If it had not been 
for this committee, you never would have gotten to first base. Did you 
know that? Say yesor no. ~ 

Colonel Ritry. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Crampertatn. Colonel, changing the subject just a bit, you 
have stated earlier in your testimony here that Department of De- 
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fense did not want to have this retroactive aspect incorporated in the 
legislation. For the record, can you tell me why ? 

Colonel Rirey. Well, I believe—I am not certain that my answer js 
entirely correct, but I am of the opinion that it is because it is not nor- 
mally customary to make bills of this type retroactive. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Have you not discussed the retroactive aspects 
of this with the people out there, before coming down to the committee / 

Colonel Ritey. It would create a great deal of administrative diffi- 
culty to make such a piece 

Mr. Cuamperuain. They have told you that it is their position, the 
Department of Defense, to oppose such an amendment; is that right? 

(Colonel Riley nods. ) 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. When they told you that, what was the reason? 
Just the administrative difficulties. 

Mr. Minor. Sir, I do not think it ever came up like that. I do not 
think it was ever suggested that the bill be made retroactive. 

The usual clause was put at the end, that this does not provide 
retroactive pay, as is the case on almost all legislation that goes back 
and counts additional service. It was just done as a matter of course. 
I do not think it was ever seriously proposed, at least to my know]- 
edge—and I have been working on this since 1953—that it be made 
retroactive at any time. I think a couple of people might have 
thought of it and then formed a rough computation of what it would 
cost, but I think that is as far as it went. 

Mr. Rivers. In answer to your question, Mr. Chamberlain, I think 
that is correct. Just about all of our bills have that feature. I do 
not think that is discriminatory, that part. Because if you went 








back—we have passed thousands of special bills in this Congress for 


people, and it said there would be no retroactive pay attached to it. 
So that feature is not discriminatory. I think that you are right on 
that, Mr. Minor. Mr. Chamberlain ? 

Mr. CHAamperiatn. Just a final question here: You have mentioned 
in your testimony the similarity between the services—between the 
rights and obligations and the duties of the young ladies under the 
WAAC and other services—the WAVES and such as that. 

I was quite impressed to learn that there was very little difference. 
Are there any other differences at all, other than the fact that those 
who served came under the Federal Employees Compensation Act? 

Colonel Ritey. I believe that is the principal difference, sir. 

Mr. CuampBertarn. No other differences that you can think of at the 
moment ¢ 

Colonel Rrrey. No. I would like to ask Colonel Milligan—can you 
think of any? 

Colonel Mrri1ean. I can think of no other differences, Mr. Cham- 
berlain. 

Mr. Cuampertain. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Wampler? 

Mr. Wampter. I would like to get clear, I mean on the actual thing. 
That is, Colonel, in the interpretation of this particular statement that 
you made here, does that mean that the person that served in the 
WAAC actually is not credited with about 16 months of time for re- 
tirement ? 
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Colonel Rizey. That is correct, sir. She is not credited with any 
service between May of 1942 and September 30, 1943. 

Mr. Rivers. This bill changes that? 

Colonel Rirey. Yes, sir. : 

Mr. Wampeter. And the thing—I notice in your statement you said 
about. 643 were probably participating now in some activity, that 
would be working toward retirement, is that right ? 

Colonel Ritey. Those are the people who are participating in Re- 
serve programs who are not on active duty, and this would enable 
them to count however much WAAC service they have toward re- 
tirement that they can accrue in the Reserves. 

Mr. Wampter. This would add 16 months practically to everyone 
of those 643 ? 

Colonel Ritry. Well, we figure that the average would be about 9 
months. 

Mr. Minor. Sir, May 13 was the first date that enlistments and ap- 
pointments were made. They continued over the whole period from 
then. 

Mr. Wampter. How do you think that possibly the initiation of this 
kind of legislation, that is of defeating them in not counting the 16 
months, has as to the effect of these people participating in programs? 
Do you think it has been an obstacle from the standpoint of having 
them participate, and how many do you think will be affected—if this 
kind of legislation goes through how many would be encouraged to 
complete their retirement ? 

Colonel Rirry. Well, I believe in all honesty, sir, that I have to 
answer your question by saying that I do not think the fact that they 
cannot count that credit has made any difference in participation in 
the Reserve programs. 

However, for those some 600 who are participating, this is a very 
important thing, because it will give them entitlement to retirement at 
an earlier date than they could otherwise have it. 

In a few instances, those who are in pay programs in the Reserve 
will be moved up to the next longevity bracket. 

I do not really believe that it has made much difference in par- 
ticipation. What would you think, Colonel Milligan ? 

olonel Minuican. No. I think when the women have stayed this 
long they feel they are in the service and they are participating in 
spite of this inequity. 

Mr. Wamprer. Thank you. I certainly think this is another ex- 
ample of discrimination, Mr. Chairman, as far as that is concerned. 
We certainly should give active thought to it at this time. 

Mr. Rivers. Is that all? 

Mr. Wampter. Thank you. 

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Fisher, did you have any questions? I did not 
mean to overlook you. You should have been called first, Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisuer. Colonel, as Mr. Rivers first said, I am quite impressed 
with your statement. It is very brief and to the point and covers 
everything, I think, in the bill. The only question that has been 
raised in the interrogations relates to matter of question of whether 
the retroactive feature should be put into it. You have stated that 
the Department of Defense opposes that and you seem to share that 
view expressed by the Department of Defense. 
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Now to kind of nail it down, would you very briefly restate your 
reasons and the reasons of the Department of Defense why it should 
not be made retroactive ¢ 

Colonel Rirey. Yes, sir. Primarily because it is not customary in 
bills of this nature to put in a retroactive entitlement. 

Mr. Fisner. You feel, then, that substantial justice will have been 
accorded those affected by this bill by the enactment of the bill as 
written ¢ 

Colonel Ritey. I believe so, sir. 

Mr. Fisuer. Mr. Chairman, I think I share the views expressed 
earlier by Mr. Bray, that we would do well to leave it like it is, with- 
out going into the retroactive feature. I do not think there is enough 
justification developed here for that. 

It seems to me that since it appears that substantially justice will 
have been accorded these deserving people by the enactment of the 
bill like it is, it would be very well to inore it as it is. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, occupying the chair that Mr. Vinson occupies, 
I have a right to philosophize like he does. We do not want to work 
ourselves out of a job in one Congress. If we leave anything undone, 
we will just have to take it up later on. 

That is what Mr. Vinson would want me to say and I guess I better 
say it. 

You have made a fine witness, Colonel. And Colonel Milligan, you 
have been a fine assistant. You made a great impression on the 
committee. 

Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Siatinsuek. No, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now the next witness—than you very much. 

The next witness will be the representative of the Reserve Officers 
Association. I see Colonel Carlton out there, represented by his good 
lawyer, who also has a great standing before this committee. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Count Boyer. 

Mr. Rivers. Col. Count Boyer. 

Colonel Carlton, we will be glad to hear what you have to say. 

Colonel Cartron. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and mem- 
bers of the committee. 

May I observe and agree with the chairman that the appearance of 
Colonel Riley and Colonel Milligan here is itself evidence of the finest 
state to which the Women’s Corps and the services have risen and the 
leadership that they have indicates to us the fact that this bill is deserv- 
ing of very earnest consideration. 

We appreciate the opportunity to present the views of this associa- 
tion on this proposal to correct a long-existing injustice. 

In the opinion of the ROA there have been few matters coming 
before the Cannio in which there has been a greater indication of the 
steps which should and must be taken because, Mr. Chairman, the 
discrimination against the women, who served in the armed services 
during World War IT, has been flagrant, no matter how unintentional 
nor how technical. 

We are all familiar with the history of the Women’s Army Corps. 
In World War II for the first time in American history the manpower 
of the country was mobilized to the fullest extent possible in order to 
winthe war. We might make the observation, Mr. Chairman, that for 
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the first time in the military, manpower did in fact embrace woman- 
power. ; : 

The women who wore the uniform and who were an integral part of 

the Army, faced duties just as real, hazards just as great, and made 
contributions just as significant when they were in the Women’s Army 
Auxiliary Corps—W AAC—as they did subsequently after they had 
in fact become, formally and officially, the Women’s Army Corps— 
WAC. Both performed during periods of national emergency and in 
wartime. Obviously, there should be no discrimination either among 
those who served in either the WAAC or the WAC, nor should there 
be any discrimination among those serving during the early years of 
the war and those whose service was performed during the subsequent 
years. 
' The fact that the Army itself did recommend to Congress, after 
the first. year of permitting women to serve in uniform in the military 
services, that full military status be given to this personnel shows 
that the Army recognizes the validity of that service, as did the Con- 
gress. Their service in overseas areas and during invasions speaks in 
history as to the hazards and the contributions of service by the 
Women’s Army Corps. 

We consider it unnecessary to belabor these points because we do 
not think there is any real issue involved. 

I should like permission of the committee at this time to submit 
as part of our statement a resolution adopted by this association, 
which I will not bother to read, Mr. Chairman, but it supports the 


bill. 
Mr. Rivers. Just make it part of the record. 
(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


CREDIT FOR WoMEN’S ARMY AUXILIARY CoRPS SERVICE 


Whereas the WAVE and the women’s marines were established as a com- 
ponent of the Navy and the Marine Corps; and 

Whereas the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps was established as an auxiliary 
to the Army; and 

Whereas service in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps is not counted as 
active service under certain conditions specifically for pay, longevity, and re- 
tirement ; and 

Whereas members in the Women’s Army Corps and Women’s Air Force should 
be entitled to receive credit under certain conditions for service in the Women’s 
Army Auxiliary Corps; and 

Whereas bills to remedy this inequity have been before the Congress but have 
not been passed by both the Senate and the House during the same session of 
Congress : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved at the Reserve Officers Association Army Affairs Committee meet- 
ing on November 2, 1958, at the Chamberlin Hotel, Old Point Comfort, Va., That 
the Reserve Officers Association’s legislation program for the 86th Congress ac- 
tively support the passage of a bill (without riders being attached) to define 
service as a member of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps as active service 
under certain conditions for pay, longevity, and retirement, and that our legis- 
lative committee take steps to correct any deficiencies and inequalities as con- 
cerns the status of Army female officers in any branch of the armed services 
as exemplified by the problems of the Army Nurse Corps. 

Approved by the Army affairs committee at Fort Monroe, Va., November 2, 
1958. 

Approved by the national executive committee. 


Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, Colonel. 
Colonel Carttron. Yes, sir, 
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Mr. Rivers. That is a fine statement. Any questions by any mem- 
ber of the committee ’ 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Colonel Cartton. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Now, I think we have a statement from the American 
Legion ¢ 

Mr. SLatTinsHEK. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Rivers. At this time we will permit that to be a part of the 
record. 
(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. CorcorRAN, Director, NATIONAL REHABILITATION COMMIs- 
SION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the American Legion appreci- 
ates this opportunity to testify in support of enactment by this 86th Congress 
of H.R. 3321. 

The purpose of this bill is to define service as a member of the Women’s Army 
Auxiliary Corps as active military service provided there is subsequent active 
military or naval service in any component of any of the Armed Forces. 

Our annual national convention, assembled in Chicago, Ill. September 1 to 4, 
1958, adopted resolution No. 351 requiring that the American Legion continue to 
support legislation to provide full recognition for WAAC service. 

Authority for creation of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps for noncom- 
batant service with the Army of the United States was conferred by Public Law 
554, T7th Congress, approved May 14, 1942. The act provided that the corps 
shall not be a part of the Army. 

On July 1, 1943, Public Law 110, 78th Congress, was approved. This act 
established in the Army of the United States the Women’s Army Corps. Asa 
component of this armed force, the corps replaced the Women’s Army Auxiliary 
Corps which the act abolished as of September 30, 1943. 

Members of the WAVES, Marines and SPARS were actually enlisted or com- 
missioned in Reserve components of the Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard. 
It was recognized by statute that they were serving in an active military ca- 
pacity, unlike the women serving in the WAAC. 

Some 50,000 women, we have been informed, who had served in the WAAC, 
served later in the WAC or other components of the Armed Forces. Women on 
aetive duty with the other services gained active credit performing those func- 
tions carried on at the same time by the women auxiliaries of the Army who 
received no credit. This is an inequality which we believe this Congress will 
want to remove. 

The act of May 11, 1942, which established the corps, provided benefits for 
members of the WAAC under the U.S. Employees’ Compensation Act, for in- 
juries or incapacitations incurred in line of duty while on active duty and for 
death as a result thereof. Public Law 10, 78th Congress, approved March 17, 
1943, made available to former members of the WAAC hospitalization and 
medical treatment, domiciliary care, and burial benefits under laws adminis- 
tered by the Veterans’ Administration. Pubic Law 650, 88d Congress, approved 
August 24, 1954, provided that any person who served for at least 90 days 
in the WAAC and was honorably discharged, before the WAC was established, 
for disability incurred in line of duty rendering her unfit to perform further 
service in either the WAAC or WAC shall be deemed to have been in the active 
military service for the purpose of laws administered by the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration. This act further provided that no monetary benefits would accrue 
prior to enactment and that compensation or pension payable by the Veterans’ 
Administration could not be paid concurrently with U.S. employees’ compensa- 
tion based on the same service, however, the right of election was authorized. 

H.R. 3321 would extend creditable service for the purposes of longevity, re- 
tirement, and severance pay. Many women now in the Armed Forces would be- 
come entilted to more active service credit. This bill would lengthen the active 
service period to be credited for the purpose of State bonus laws. It would make 
WAAC veterans eligible under compensation and pension laws administered by 
the Veterans’ Administration, without the limiting requirement contained in the 
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act of August 24, 1954, that the persons have been discharged for disability in- 
curred in line of duty. 

The American Legion has consistently refrained from support of any legisla- 
tion crediting civilian service as active military service. It is considered that 
the women who served in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps performed mili- 
tary service and are thus as entitled to credit for active military service during 
the period they were on active duty between May 14, 1942, and September 30, 
19483, if they had later service in the Armed Forces, as are those who served 
during the same period in the Women’s Reserve of the Navy, Marines, or 
Women’s Reserve of the Coast Guard. During World War II, they contracted 
to serve for the duration plus 6 months; they received pay as prescribed for 
the Army; they were subject to the Articles of War. 

This bill provides for an irrevocable election between U.S. employees’ com- 
pensation and Veterans’ Administration compensation or pension. 

We strongly urge early enactment of this beneficial legislation. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Rivers. Is that all you have? 

Mr. StatinsHek. Mr. Chairman, I would like to call the commit- 
tee’s attention to the report of the Department of Defense on the 
other two bills, on this same subject matter, and point out the apparent 
deficiencies in those bills and the reason why the Department supports 
the instant bill, H.R. 3321. 

Mr. Rivers. We do not need that. Just put that in the record. 

Mr. Suatrnsuek. All right, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Just one question. You believe—I will address this to 
counsel. You believe thie legislation we have does take care of the 
situation that we want to accomplish ? 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. That is all. 

Mr. Rivers. Any questions from any member of the committee? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, the bill will be—we better read it. 
Let us read it. Start reading it. 

Mr. SuatinsHEek. H.R. 3321: 


To amend title 10, United States Code, with respect to crediting certain 
service as a member of the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps, and for. other 
purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of América in Congress assembled, That chapter 53 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) By adding the following new section at the end thereof: 


“Seo. 1038. Service credit: certain service in Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps. 


“In computing years of active service of any female member of the armed 
forces, there shall be credited for all purposes, except the right to promotion, in 
addition to any other service that may be credited, all active service performed 
in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps after May 13, 1942, and before September 
30, 1943, if that member performed active service in the armed forces after 
September 29, 1943. Service as an officer in the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps 
shall be credited as active service in the status of a commissioned officer, and 
service as an enrolled member of the corps shall be eredited as active service in 
the status of an enlisted member.” 

(2) By adding the following new item at the end of the analysis thereof: 
“1038. Service credit: certain service in Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps.” 

Sec. 2. A person entitled to pension or compensation under any law ad- 
ministered by the Veterans’ Administration, based upon the active service 
described in section 1 of this Act. may elect within one year after the enact- 
ment of this Act to receive that pension or compensation in lieu of any compen- 
sation under the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. 
751 et seq.), to which that person is entitled on the basis of the same service. 
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Such an election is irrevocable and does not entitle that person to the pension 
or compensation for any period before the date the election is made. 

Sec. 3. No person is entitled to back pay or allowances because of any service 
credited under section 1 of this Act. 

That concludes the reading of the bill, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rivers. Now let me ask you this question. Up on the top of 
page 2, what does “except the right to promotion” mean 4 

Mr. Statinsuek. Mr. Minor, will you—— 

Mr. Rivers. Come up, Mr. Minor. You sit down and help us. 

Mr. Minor. Sir 

Mr. Rivers. What does “except the right to promotion” mean? 
Does that mean going back and promoting somebody ¢ 

Mr. Mrwnor. Sir, that has several meanings. The first is that if 
this bill were enacted certain people would be credited with up to 
1514 months service. Based on the Officer Personnel Act, of course, 
your years of service put you in an area of consideration for promo- 
tion based on years of service. 

The purpose of this provision is that in counting your service on 
the promotion list, this service would not be added so as to place some 
people, for example, in a case where 14 years of service might be re- 
quired for promotion to the grade of major, in a position where they 
suddenly have 15 years of service which would be 1 year over the 
number of years required for promotion to that grade. 

This language “except the right to promotion” would prevent that 
service from being counted for that purpose. 

I might say that it has its counterpart in existing law, section 3683 
I believe it is, of title 10 of the United States Code, which authorizes 
similar service to be counted for nurses, dietitians, and so forth. 

The language there excepts the right to promotion, determination 
of grade and rank. 

This bill only excepts the right to promotion. 

Mr. Rivers. This is not discriminatory because we have done it in 
other laws. 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. All right. 

Now—but it does assist those who are now serving, with getting 
this time for longevity ? 

Mr. Minor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. We understand that. Is there any questions from any 
member of the committee ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. On motion of Mr. Fisher 

Mr. Winsteap. May I ask him one question ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Winsteap. Do you know of any other legislation that needs to 
be corrected on the basis of this, or the laws we passed? This is about 
three that have been acted on by this committee. Do you know of any 
other ones recommended by the Department of Defense to correct 
inequities ? 

Mr. Minor. Sir, I know of no other bills that the Department of 
Defense has recommended to cover service of this type. 

j pee Wrysteap. In other words, this covers the field so far as you 
now ? 
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Mr. Minor. So far as I know, yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. I might say—on motion by Mr. Fisher, seconded by Mr. 
Bray, the bill will be reported favorably to the full committee. And 
without objection, the bill will be so favorably reported. 

Now I might say for those who are here—the Reserve officers: We 
now have our sights set on ROPA and as soon as we get back from 
Easter—if you do not object to our going home for Easter, because 
we have done more work than any committee in the history of Con- 
gress—we will get busy on that thing. Because we have already set 
actions in motion to get consideration as soon as we can, because we 
recognize ROPA is very important. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, may I say 

Mr. Rivers. I worked on the OPA and I want to work on the 
ROPA. Then if I am still living, we will work on something else. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest, if agreeable with this 
committee, that the Department of Defense be requested to get their 
ROPA recommendations here immediately so that at the close of the 
Easter recess we can start considering it. I do not look with favor 
on bringing it to the 15th day of July, like they did last year on an- 
other matter. I think they have plenty of time. 

Mr. Rivers. You have heard the motion of Mr. Bray. Is there 
any question ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, Mr. Slatinshek, you will relay that 
information to the chairman and tell him the unanimous action of 
this committee was to that effect. 

Mr. SLATINSHEK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rivers. Do not worry, we will get something up here before the 
15th day of July. 

The committee will now be adjourned subject to call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned subject 
to call of the Chair. ) 
O 








